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ABSTRACT

During 1977 a total of 404,805 anglers fished in Idaho waters. About a t h i rd  of the
licensed anglers resided in Region 3. Anglers fished a total of 3,741,200 days or an
average of 9.2 days per angler. Anglers spent the most time (68.8% of the days fished)
seeking t rou t .  Warmwater species and sturgeon combined for 17.5% of the days fished,
kokanee 7.4%, steelhead 2.6%, whitefish 2.3% and salmon 1.4%.

Anglers l i s t e d  the enjoyment of being out-of-doors as the primary reason for f ish ing.
Only 12% l i s t e d  getting f i sh  for food as the i r  primary reason for f ish ing.

Trout f ish ing was the f i r s t  preference of most anglers (79%). Salmon f ish ing was the
f i r s t  preference of 4.6%, steelhead 4.6%, kokanee 4.9%, whitefish 0.1% and other species (
warmwater f i sh  and sturgeon) 6.7%. About 58% of the anglers preferred to f i sh  in r ivers or
streams and 42% in lakes or reservoirs.

Anglers f ish ing Idaho waters during 1977 had a high degree of sat is fac t ion with a l l
fishery segments except for salmon and steelhead f ish ing.  Anglers were quite sa t i s f i ed
with t rout  f ish ing (81.3%) and trout f ish ing in  alpine lakes was the most sat is factory
single segment (86.3%).

Most anglers favored more emphasis in the protection and enhancement of wild trout
populations (69.0%), habi tat  protection (67.6%) and catchable-sized hatchery f i sh
production (61.4%). Only 40% of the anglers favored more emphasis on warmwater f i sh
introductions and management.

The majority of the anglers (60%) thought that the present l i m i t  of six f i sh  was
just r i gh t  or too generous.

Over 73% of the anglers favored res t r i c t i on  of the fishery where needed to protect
young t r ou t ,  salmon and steelhead. Most fishermen (75%) thought that special
regulations were worthwhile i n  order to produce better f ish ing.  Less than ha l f  of the
anglers (42%) had fished in  special regulation waters but about 18% more indicated that
they planned to in the future.

Seventy-one percent of the anglers favored the seeking of additional funds
to maintain or expand ex is t ing programs. The remaining 29% of the anglers preferred that
the department operate wi th in current revenue levels even though i t  means cut t ing back
programs.

Sixty percent of the anglers were of the opinion that f ish ing contests or
tournaments should e i ther  be regulated (34%) or outlawed (26%). Forty percent
favored that these contests remain unregulated.

Author:

Jerry Mallet
Fishery Research Supervisor
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INTRODUCTION

In recent years the Idaho Department of Fish and Game has made an e f f o r t  to obtain
the pub l ic 's  opinion in  regard to ongoing fishery management programs and in the
di rect ion of future management. In many instances, there is more than one management
a l te rnat ive  that w i l l  perpetuate the resource and provide an acceptable fishery on a given
body of water. In these si tuat ions the incorporation of angler desires i n  the decision making
procedure is a means of maximizing angler sa t is fac t ion .  Obviously, i f  b io log ica l  options
are l im i t ed ,  then the value of angler input i s  reduced.

T rad i t i ona l l y ,  publ ic input has been sought by attendance at meetings of f i sh  and
w i l d l i f e  oriented sportsmen groups, holding of public meetings, incidental  contact by
department personnel i n  the f i e l d  and ca l l s  from the publ ic .  Contact obtained from
these sources sampled only a small portion of the f i sh ing  public and a concensus of the
to ta l  f i sh ing  public was d i f f i c u l t  to perceive.

Idaho's f i r s t  attempt at obtaining an overall view of the f i sh ing  publ ic 's  opinions and
preferences was undertaken i n  1968 at the University of Idaho Cooperative Fishery
Research Unit under a contract with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (Gordon 1970).
They u t i l i z e d  a questionnaire to monitor those c i t izens that had purchased a f i sh ing
license in  1967.

Angler preference questions are included i n  speci f ic  studies of a given body of
water, but unfortunately many streams and lakes in Idaho have only infrequent or no in-
depth inspections that provide th is  type of information. Local fishery managers have
made a l im i ted  number of attempts to u t i l i z e  a telephone survey to co l l ec t  public
desires on a specific fishery management question and some attempt to co l lec t  th is
type of information by specific angler opinion surveys on selected bodies of water.

We have heavily u t i l i z e d  the information collected in  the 1968 survey i n  the
decision making process i n  regard to fishery management po l i c ies .  We f e l t  a need
to update our perception of public desires on our present fishery management programs
and general fishery management philosophies. We needed to know i f  the pub l ic 's  opinions
and preferences had changed s ign i f i can t l y  in  the l as t  10 years.

Idaho's f i sh  and w i l d l i f e  plan (Idaho Department of Fish and Game 1978) l i s t s  a
current problem in that there i s  a c o n f l i c t  in anglers preferences as to major species
management on some waters and angler preferences on many waters are unknown. The
plan's strategy to solve th is  problem i s  to conduct public opinion surveys in order to more
accurately sa t i s fy  angler preferences.

Our sample i n  1978 was designed to co l lec t  angler input on those questions that
are most v i t a l  to making fishery management decisions in  the fu ture.

Specific objectives of th is  invest igat ion were: 1) to monitor the opinions and
preferences of Idaho anglers, 2) to determine types of f ish ing a c t i v i t y  engaged i n  and
types of f i sh ing  a c t i v i t y  preferred by Idaho resident and nonresident fishermen and 3) to
determine the f i sh ing  pub l ic 's  a t t i tude  and desires in regard to possible future goals in
the management of the s tate 's  f ishery resources.
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SURVEY METHODS

I selected a sample of people who had purchased a 1977 f i sh ing  l icense. Each
indiv idual  was sent a questionnaire and a follow-up questionnaire i f  he had not
responded to the i n i t i a l  request i n  a given amount of time. We summarized the angler'
s answers with the aid of a computer.

Questionnaire Preparation and Content

I so l i c i t ed  areas of concern and speci f ic  questions for the questionnaire from our
bio logical  s t a f f  i n  f i sher ies .  This included regional fishery managers, regional fishery
b io log is ts ,  fishery research b io log is ts  and the State o f f i c e  fishery s t a f f .  I also selected
important questions from Gordon's questionnaire (Gordon 1970) that could be d i rec t l y
compared to obtain changes i n  angler a t t i tudes i n  the 10-year period between the two
e f f o r t s .

I put together a questionnaire that best re f lec ted the concerns of our personnel and
submitted i t  for review by our state fishery s t a f f ,  the Di rec tor ,  the Assistant Director and
each of the Commissioners.

The questionnaire (Fig. 1) contained questions re la t i ng  to 1) f i sh ing  a c t i v i t y  i n  1977,
2) opinions and preferences on key management programs, problems or concerns, and 3) the
degree of angler sa t is fac t ion  on various fishery segments.

We incorporated our introductory l e t t e r  in the questionnaire in  order to reduce the
amount of paper that the indiv idual  would have to sort through.

Sample Size and Selection

I selected a 3% sample that was drawn from those anglers that had purchased a 1977
Idaho f i sh ing  license of each of the following types: 1) resident combination l icense,  2)
resident season f i sh ing  license and 3) non-resident season f ish ing license. The 3% sample
was drawn randomly from each of these three license classes. I used a programable
calculator  to generate a random l i s t  of license numbers to be selected in each category.

The names and addresses were key punched and entered in a computer program that
generated a set of mailing labels that included the ind iv idua l ' s  license number.

My i n i t i a l  sample was 7,127 ind iv iduals .  However, 121 or 1.7% of the sample was
undeliverable with the address that was taken from the stubs. The adjusted sample was 7,
006 a f te r  the undeliverable questionnaires were subtracted.

Mailing Procedures

The i n i t i a l  mai l ing of the questionnaire occurred on July 2, 1978. The question-
naires were coded and key punched as they were returned. The computer program was
designed so that i t  was able to generate mailing labels for those indiv iduals that had not
returned t he i r  questionnaire on a given date. We sent a follow-up questionniare to a l l  those
indiv iduals that had not returned t he i r  questionnaire by August 24, the date of the second
mail ing.
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Dear Angler:

This questionnaire i s  designed to assess your preferences and a t t i tudes  on a
number of key issues and problems in Idaho f ishery management. This i s  an
opportunity for you to pa r t i c ipa te  in  decisions regarding the fu ture  management of
f i sh  in Idaho. Please take the time to provide us with the information requested. We
enclose an addressed, stamped envelope for your re tu rn .





Questionnaire Returns

We had 3,205 questionnaires returned with usuable information. Our return rate was
45.7% of the questionnaires that were sent. The 3,205 usuable returns represented a sample
that was 1.4% of the total anglers that purchased fishing licenses in 1977.

Non-response Bias

There is always concern that the group of respondents that doesn't return a fishing
questionnaire has had a lesser degree of par t ic ipat ion and/or success than the group that
readily returns the i r  questionnaire. This obviously can lead to in f la ted  estimates.

Bjornn and Dalke (1975) found in the i r  hunter questionnaire some non-response bias in
regard to the percent that actually hunted. Their data indicated that the i r  estimate of percent that
actually hunted was 14% too high. However, they found only small differences in responses to the
attitude and preference questions between respondents to the f i r s t  mailing, to a l l  contracts and the
projected response from a l l  people in the sample. They found that in a l l  cases the differences in
response were small and probably ins ign i f i cant  from a management viewpoint.

I believe that response to our attitude and preference questions should not vary greatly
in non-response bias from that of Bjornn & Dalke. Consequently, I did not investigate non-
response bias and consider i t  minor in regard to the u t i l i t y  of my data.

Questionnaire Analysis

The data from the 1977 fishery was summarized by regional management areas that are
currently in use. These units have changed considerably since 1967 when Gordon conducted his
study. Consequently, our regional data is not d i rec t l y  comparable to Gordon's regional
breakdowns.

I departed somewhat from standard reporting techniques in treating anglers with no opinion on
a given topic. I believe that i t  is important that we know what percent of the fishing public is
su f f i c ien t l y  informed on a given topic to understand or care enough about i t  to offer an opinion.
Consequently, I l i s t ed  the percentage of the sample that offered an opinion on each topic and those
that had no opinion. I believe i t  is also important that we know what portion of those anglers offering
an opinion favor each option. Consequently, subsequent to l i s t i n g  those that had no opinion on a
given subject, I did not u t i l i z e  the i r  number in analyzing the choice between various options. I
l i s t e d  the percent of those expressing an opinion for each option. I believe that my analysis makes
the data of more practical use to fishery managers and administrators. However, my data is not
d i rec t ly  comparable to most other studies without adjustment. I adjusted Gordon's data for
comparison with the 1977 data.

THE IDAHO ANGLER

Residence of Anglers

The population in Idaho was 828,000 by 1975 and increasing (Idaho Division of Tourism and
Industr ia l  Development 1977). Outdoor a c t i v i t i e s ,  especially f i sh ing ,  hunting and camping
play an important part in the lives of Idaho c i t izens.  "Of a l l
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resident fami l ies ,  85% have one or more members who f i sh"  (J.A. Research 1972).

In 1975 about 34% of Idaho's population resided in Region 3 (Table 1) .  The other f i ve
Fish & Game Regions each contained from 10-15% of the s tate 's  population. The resident
license holders residing in  each region was in about the same proportion as the population.

Table 1. The 1975 census by Fish and Game management regions and the percentage of
resident f i sh ing  license holders (resident f i sh  and resident combination)
resid ing i n  each region.

1/ Figures taken from Idaho Almanac (Idaho Div is ion of Tourism and Indust r ia l
Development 1977).

Total Anglers

During 1977 a to ta l  of 404,805 anglers fished i n  Idaho waters. There were 406,925
f ish ing license holders of which 88.9% or 361,756 actual ly  fished. An additional 43,049
anglers l were under 14 years of age and were not required to have a license. The number
of licensed anglers in  Idaho was approximately the same as that i n  Oregon (Lowery 1978)
and Utah (Bangerter 1977), two adjacent states with larger populations.

A larger percentage (96.2%) of the nonresident season license purchasers fished than
did resident license holders (88.1%) (Table 2) .  S l i gh t l y  more resident f ish ing license
holders (89.1%) fished than did resident combination license holders (87.3%). A Chi-square
test indicated that the percentage of resident license holders that actual ly  fished was not
greater than that of resident combination license holders (5% leve l ) .

Other states had a similar percentage of license buyers that actual ly  f i sh .  For
example, 81% of the resident license buyers i n  North Dakota actual ly  fished (Duerre 1977).

1Gebhards (1964) found that 11.9% of the anglers f i sh ing  in  Region 4 waters were under 14
years of age.
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Table 2. Percentage of 1977 f i sh i ng  l icense holders tha t  f ished during the year,
by region of residence.

Days Fished

Anglers f ished a t o t a l  of 3,741,200 days during 1977 or an average of 9.2 days per
angler .  Resident anglers averaged 11.6 days each and nonresidents 2.2 days.

Fishing Pressure by Fishery Segment

Anglers spent the most t ime (68.8% of the days fished) seeking t r o u t .  Warmwater
species and sturgeon combined fo r  17.5% of the days f i shed ,  kokanee 7.4%, steelhead 2.
6%, wh i te f i sh  2.3% and salmon 1.4% (Table 3 ) .

Waters Fished

Anglers l i s t e d  up to three waters where they expended the most e f f o r t  during
1977. Cascade Reservoir was l i s t e d  more than any other lake ,  reservo i r  or stream
section (Table 4 ) .  The Snake River was l i s t e d  separately i n  each region.  When the
Snake River was considered as a single e n t i t y ,  i t  surpassed Cascade Reservoir as the
body of water l i s t e d  most. Waters i n  each region tha t  anglers l i s t e d  as most f ished are
deta i led  i n  Appendix Tables 1 to 6 and separated by region of residence of the angler .
This data l i s t s  waters tha t  anglers f ished but since i t  does not l i s t  days f i shed,  i t  may
not accurately r e f l e c t  t o ta l  use.
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Table 3. Total estimated days fished in Idaho during 1977 by management region and
by fishery segment.

Table 4. Waters l i s t e d  as most used in 1977 by anglers returning questionnaires.



More anglers l i s ted  waters in region 3 than in any other region (Table 5) as
might be expected with a third of the anglers residing in that region.

Table 5. Waters l i s ted  (by region) as most used in 1977 by anglers returning
questionnaires.

Reasons for Fishing

Anglers l i s ted  the enjoyment of being out-of-doors as the primary reason for f ishing.
Only 12% l i s ted  getting f ish  for food as their primary reason for fishing (Table 6). Most
anglers fish primarily because they enjoy the out-of-doors (32.6%), enjoy fishing as a sport (
29.9%), seek fish for food (12.1%), l i ke  the solitude of being alone (7.7%), or enjoy i t  as a
family experience (8.0%). Other reasons for fishing made up less than 10% of the responses.
Reasons for fishing such as catching a few large fish (1.3%), catching wild f ish  (0.4%) and
catching many fish (0.1%) were not important to most anglers in comparison to other reasons
for f ishing. This does not mean that they are unimportant, but only that they are a fringe
benefit to those individuals that fish for some other reason. Obviously without f ish  to catch,
anglers would be forced to turn to other outdoor ac t i v i t i es  to enjoy the out-of-doors.

This part icular question was patterned after one in Oregon's 1977 questionnaire (
Lowery 1978). The response by anglers in both states was almost identical (Table 7).
Wyoming (Phi l l ips & Ferguson 1977) also asked anglers why they fished. Wyoming's
options were d iss imi l iar  enough to prevent direct comparison. However, Wyoming anglers
gave more attention to trophy fishing and wild f ish .

Preferred Species & Type of Water

Most of the anglers in our sample preferred to fish for trout (79%). Other fish species
were preferred as follows: salmon - 4.6%, steelhead - 4.6%, kokanee - 4.9%, whitefish - 0.
1% and other species (warmwater fish and sturgeon) - 6.7%.

About 58% of the anglers preferred to fish in rivers or streams and 42% in lakes or
reservoirs (Table 8).
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Table 6. The primary reason for f ish ing ( in  percent) as l i s t e d  by anglers
responding to the questionnaire.



Table 7. The primary reason for fishing ( in percent) as l i s ted  by anglers responding to a
fishery questionnaire in Idaho and in Oregon.



Salmon f i sh ing  has l os t  much of i t s  popularity because of low run size and
cur ta i led  l i m i t s .  Greatest in te res t  was shown for th is  fishery by anglers from
Regions 1 ,  3 & 4 (5.7, 5.0 and 6.1%, respect ive ly) .

Steelhead f i sh ing  was preferred by far more Region 2 anglers (15.2%) than by
anglers from any other region. Anglers i n  Regions 4 and 5 expressed a low preference (1.
7% each) for steelhead f i sh ing .

Alpine lake f i sh ing  was preferred most by anglers resid ing in  Regions 2 & 3 (9.5 &
10.0%, respectively) and least by Region 5 anglers (5.8%). Region 5 contains no alpine
lakes wi th in  i t s  boundaries.

Trout f i sh ing  in  lakes and reservoirs was a favorite of Region 4 anglers (31.5%) and
was preferred least by Region 2 anglers (9.2%).

Kokanee f i sh ing  was an obvious favor i te  (15.5%) of Region 1 anglers and had a very low
preference percentage in  Regions 4, 5, & 6 (0.6, 0.6 and 0.8%, respect ively) .

Region 3 had the greatest preference for warmwater species i n  lakes and reservoirs (
10.1%) while Region 6 anglers showed the smallest preference (1.6%) for th is  fishery
segment.

Trout f i sh ing  in  r i vers  and streams was the most popular fishery segment. Regions 5
and 6 had more anglers that preferred th is  fishery (59.3 & 60.4%, respect ively) .  Stream
f ish ing  had i t s  lowest preference to ta l  (37.2%) in  Region 1.

Warmwater f i sh  in  r ivers  and streams was most popular i n  Regions 3 & 5 (3.6 and 2.
7%, respectively) and i t s  lowest (0%) in Region 6.

Table 8. Preferred types of f ish ing by Idaho anglers in 1977, f i r s t  choice, l i s t e d  i n
percentages.



Terminal Gear Preference

In  Idaho, most anglers f ished with b a i t  (95.6%) and lu res  (91.8%) at leas t  part of
the t ime (Table 9 ) .  Over three quarters of the anglers (78.5%) used f l i e s  at l eas t  one
quarter of the t ime they spent f i sh i ng .

Table 9. The percentage of questionnaire respondents using each f i sh i ng  method
100, 75, 50, 25 and 0 percent of the t ime.

Terminal gear use by region varied l i t t l e  from the statewide average (Appendix
Table 16).

OPINIONS OF IDAHO ANGLERS

Angler Sa t i s fac t ion

Anglers f i s h i n g  Idaho waters during 1977 had a high degree of s a t i s f a c t i o n  with
a l l  f i shery  segments except for salmon and steelhead f i s h i n g .

Anglers were qu i te  s a t i s f i e d  with t r o u t  f i sh ing  (81.3%) and t r o u t  f i s h i n g  i n
a lp ine lakes was the most sa t i s fac to ry  s ing le  segment (86.3%). A l l  other f i shery
segments had 75% or more anglers that  expressed sa t i s fac t ion  except fo r  salmon and
steelhead f i sh i ng  where sa t i s f ac t i on  (and d i ssa t i s f ac t i on )  was near 50% (Table 10).

Sa t i s fac t ion  w i th  salmon f i sh i ng  (44.5%) was the lowest reg is tered fo r  any
f i shery  segment. Regions 1 and 4 were the only regions whose anglers had more
s a t i s f i e d  salmon anglers than unsa t i s f ied  ones (Appendix Table 8 ) .  Region 2 had
only 36.6% of the anglers tha t  were s a t i s f i e d  with salmon f i sh i ng .

Only s l i g h t l y  more than h a l f  (52%) of the anglers were s a t i s f i e d  with steelhead
f i s h i n g .  Anglers from Region 4 had the highest degree of s a t i s f a c t i o n  (64%) and those
from Region 3 the lowest (44.5%) (Appendix Table 9) .

Fishing i n  a lp ine lakes was h igh ly  sa t i s fac to ry  to anglers res id ing  i n  a l l  regions.
Anglers from Region 4 had the highest degree of sa t i s f ac t i on  (91.8%) with t h i s  f i shery
segment while Region 5 had the lowest (81.8%) (Appendix Table 10).

Fishing f o r  t r ou t  i n  lakes and reservoi rs  was h igh ly  sa t i s fac to ry  to anglers from
a l l  regions. Region 5 anglers had the highest degree of s a t i s f a c t i o n  with t h i s  type of
f i sh i ng  (85.2%) and Region 1 the lowest (72.6%) (Appendix Table 11).
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Kokanee f i sh ing  was judged sat is factory by the majority of the anglers in  each
region despite recent declines in  key kokanee populations. Region 1 anglers had the
highest degree of sa t is fac t ion  (80.8%) and Region 5 the lowest (66.7%) (Appendix Table
12).

Fishing for warmwater species (bass, perch, crappie, e t c . )  i n  lakes and reservoirs was
sat is factory  i n  the eyes of most Idaho anglers. More Region 3 anglers rated th is  segment
sat is factory  (82.2%) and fewer Region 6 anglers (67.2%) (Appendix Table 13).

The most popular segment of Idaho's fishery ( t rou t  f i sh ing  i n  r i vers  and streams)
was judged sat is factory  by most anglers. Region 4 anglers had the highest degree of
sa t is fac t ion  (86.3%) and Region 1 anglers the least (70.9%) (Appendix Table 14).

Whitefish angling was rated as a quite sat is factory fishery segment even though i t
was not the f i r s t  choice of many Idaho anglers. Region 1 anglers had the highest degree
of sat is fac t ion (81.7%) and Region 4 anglers the lowest (74.6%) (Appendix Table 15).

. Warmwater f ish ing (bass, ca t f i sh ,  sturgeon, e tc . )  i n  r i vers  or streams was judged
to be sat is factory by most anglers in  most regions. Region 4 anglers had the highest
degree of sat is fac t ion (81.1%) while Region 6 anglers were the only group i n  which less
than ha l f  (48.9%) rated i t  sat is factory  (Appendix Table 16).

Table 10. Degree of sa t is fac t ion  with various fishery resource segments ( i n  percent) for
1977 f ishery .

Program Emphasis

We selected four important fishery programs on which to s o l i c i t  angler desires
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in regard to the i n t e n s i t y  of fu ture  management e f f o r t .  Anglers were asked whether the
department should place more emphasis, less emphasis or not change emphasis on each
of the fo l lowing programs: 1) catchable-sized hatchery f i s h  product ion,  2) p ro tec t ion
and enhancement of w i ld  t r o u t  populat ions, 3) warmwater f i s h  (bass,
crappie,  e t c . )  in t roduct ions and management, 4) habit p ro tec t ion  and 5) other programs.

Most anglers favored more emphasis i n  the pro tec t ion  and enhancement of w i ld
t r ou t  populations (69.0%), hab i ta t  p ro tec t ion  (67.6%) and catchable-sized hatchery
f i s h  production (61.4%) (Table 11).  Only 40% of the anglers favored more emphasis on
warmwater f i s h  in t roduct ions and management while 44.8% favored no change i n
emphasis on t h i s  program. Less than a t h i r d  of the anglers favored the status quo in
management of w i ld  t r o u t ,  hab i ta t  p ro tec t ion  and catchable-sized hatchery f i s h
production.

A l l  regions had a high leve l  of anglers des i r ing more emphasis on pro tec t ion  and
enhancement of w i ld  t r o u t  populations with the lowest percent (64.0%) being from
Region 2 (Appendix Table 17) .

Habitat p ro tec t ion  emphasis also rated high with anglers from a l l  regions with over
two- th i rds  of the anglers i n  a l l  regions suggesting more emphasis by the Department (
Appendix Table 18).

Table 11. Angler preferences ( i n  percent) i n  regard to desired program emphasis on four
important f i shery  programs.

At l eas t  50% of the anglers i n  a l l  regions desired more emphasis on catchable-sized
hatchery f i s h  production (Appendix Table 19). Region 5 anglers had the highest desire f o r
more emphasis i n  the program (71.2%) and Region 1 anglers the smallest (54.2%).

A larger percentage of the anglers i n  a l l  regions were s a t i s f i e d  with present
management emphasis for  warmwater f i sh  introduct ions and management (Appendix Table
20). Regions 2, 3 and 4 had over 40% favoring more emphasis for t h i s  program with
Region 1 ,  5 and 6 having s l i g h t l y  over 30% in favor of more emphasis.

16



Anglers were asked to rank (1 & 2) which of these four management areas were
most important. More anglers (35.6%) l i s t e d  catchable-size hatchery f i sh  production as
most important (Table 12). Only s l i g h t l y  less anglers (32.8%) l i s t e d  the protection and
enhancement of wild t rou t  populations as the i r  f i r s t  choice. Habitat protection was
l i s t e d  f i r s t  by 19.7% of the anglers and warmwater f i sh  introductions and management
was l i s t e d  f i r s t  by 8.5%.

Anglers second choice of importance of these management programs was protection
and enhancement of wild t rou t  populations (32.9%), habitat protection (25.4%),
catchable-sized hatchery t rou t  production (22.4%) and warmwater f i sh  introductions and
management (17.1%).

When anglers' f i r s t  and second choices were combined with a weighting of 2 for a
f i r s t  choice and 1 for a second choice we could develop a view of the i r  overall th inking i n
regard to these programs (Table 12). Under th is  analysis,  I found that the protection and
enhancement of wild t rou t  populations was considered most important by anglers (32.9%)
followed by catchable-size hatchery f i sh  production (31.2%), habi tat  protection (21.6%) and
warmwater f i sh  introductions and management (11.4%).

Table 12. Angler rankings of the re la t i ve  importance of four major management
programs.

Evaluation of Present Limits

Eighty-eight percent of the respondents offered an opinion in regard to present
l i m i t s .  The majority of the anglers that offered an opinion (60%) thought that the present
l i m i t  (s ix  f i s h ,  of which no more than two can exceed 16 inches in length)
was jus t  r i gh t  or too generous (Table 13). About 40% of the anglers were d issa t i s f ied  with
present l i m i t s  because they thought that they were too low. Dissat is fact ion with
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the trout l i m i t  increased from 6% in 1967 (15-fish l i m i t )  to 40% in 1977 (6-f ish
l i m i t ) .  During 1967, 82% thought l im i ts  were just r ight  while 57% thought so in
1977.

Table 13. Angler satisfaction ( in percent) with the 1977 trout l i m i t  (6 f i sh ,  only 2
may be over 16 in) and a comparison with 1967 data (15 f i sh) .

Preferred Bag Limit

When anglers were asked to choose between the present bag l i m i t  size (6 f ish)  and
two bag l im i t s  of lesser numbers (3 fish & 1 fish) but larger f ish  size, they were almost
evenly s p l i t  on the present l i m i t  (6 fish) and smaller f ish  (6-10") and half the present
l i m i t  (3 fish) and larger fish size (12"). The extreme of catching only 1 fish at a very large
size (16") t ra i led  badly (Table 14).

In the 1967 questionnaire (Gordon 1970) anglers were rating the then l i m i t  of
15 fish (6-10") with 6 fish (12") and 1 fish (15"). In both studies anglers preferred a moderate
number of reasonable size f ish.  However in 1977 more anglers favored 1 very large f ish (
20.7% in 1977 vs. 14.3% in 1967). Accurate comparisons between the other categories are
d i f f i c u l t  because of the reduced size of the l ibera l  choice in 1977 that corresponds to the
present bag l i m i t .  Six fish is the generous option in 1977 but was the middle option in
1967.
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Table 14. Angler preferences ( i n  percent) in regard to desired bag l i m i t  when the
most generous option corresponds to the current statewide bag l i m i t .

Types of Fishing Restr ict ions Preferred

Seventy-eight percent of the respondents offered an opinion in regard to the type
of r e s t r i c t i o n  that they would prefer should fur ther  res t r i c t ions  become necessary i n
the future.  I f  fur ther  f i sh ing  res t r i c t i ons  become necessary, 39% of the anglers
o f fe r ing  an opinion prefer a reduction in the bag l i m i t ,  33% prefer shorter seasons
and 28% prefer a r e s t r i c t i o n  in  the method of f i sh ing  (Table 15). In contrast ,  i n  1967
when l i m i t s  were more generous (15 f i s h ) ,  almost ha l f  (49%)
of the anglers preferred a reduction i n  the bag l i m i t .  As the l i m i t  decreased over the
years, fewer people favored a reduction of an already small (6 f i sh )  da i ly  l i m i t .  During
1977 more preferred a shorter season than had in 1967.

Oregon asked a similar question in  the i r  1977 questionnaire (Lowery 1978).
Adjusted Oregon figures ( fo r  only those anglers that had an opinion) indicated that
s l i g h t l y  over 70% favored reduced bag l i m i t s  with only 14.3% favoring a r e s t r i c t i o n
in  method and 15.6% favoring shorter seasons. Oregon's t rou t  l i m i t  was 10 f i sh  in
1977.
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Obviously, more anglers prefer a reduction in bag l i m i t  when l im i t s  are
f a i r l y  l i be ra l ,  but prefer other restr ic t ions when the bag l i m i t  is reduced to a
re la t ive ly  small number. Idaho's present l i m i t  of six f ish  appears to
be at or close to the minimum number of fish that the fishing public w i l l  accept as a
general trout l i m i t .

Table 15. Desired method of reducing harvest i f  further restr ic t ions become
necessary.

Wild Trout

In those streams that are natural rearing areas for young t rout ,  salmon and
steelhead, most anglers preferred that we res t r i c t  the fishery to protect those young
f ish .  Eighty percent of the respondents expressed an opinion in regard to protection of
young f ish.  Over 73% of those offering an opinion favored this res t r ic t ion  of the
fishery where needed while about 27% favored no res t r i c t ion  and acceptance of the
loss of these young fish (Table 16). This is about 10% more in favor of such a
res t r ic t ion  in 1977 than were in 1967 (Gordon 1970).

A larger percentage (79.9%) of Region 5 anglers favored a res t r ic t ion  of the
fishery to protect young fish where needed while the smallest percentage (64.1%) in
favor of this option were from Region 2.
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Table 16. Angler desires in regard to the possible r e s t r i c t i o n  of the fishery
in important natural rearing areas to protect young f i sh .

Increased f i sh ing  pressure has reduced wild t rout  populations in  many Idaho
streams. When anglers were given two a l te rnat ive  methods of meeting th is  problem, 83.4%
expressed an opinion and 16.6% expressed no opinion on the subject. A l i t t l e  less than
hal f  of the anglers (46.7%) favored r e s t r i c t i n g  the catch of wild t rout  to maintain wi ld
populations and s l i g h t l y  more than ha l f  (53.3%) favored the continuation of present l i m i t s
and seasons accompanied by heavy stocking of hatchery t rout  (Table 17). In 1967, Gordon
had found s imi lar  resul ts  with 83.8% of the anglers expressing an opinion. Those anglers
that expressed an opinion were about evenly s p l i t  i n  that year also with a s l i g h t  edge
going toward res t r i c t i ons  to protect the wild populations.

I believe that there i s  a p o s s i b i l i t y  that there could have been some angler
confusion in  understanding th is  question. I t  i s  possible that an indiv idual  reading th is
question might believe that we are asking which of two methods ( res t r ic ted  catch or
heavy stocking) to maintain wild populations is  most desirable. Obviously th is  would
s o l i c i t  a d i f f e ren t  response than i f  that indiv idual  understood the question to be
r e s t r i c t i n g  the wild catch to save wild populations versus heavy stocking in l i e u  of
healthy wild populations.
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Table 17. Angler preferences in regard to res t r i c t ing  catch of wild trout to maintain
wild populations or continuing present l im i ts  and seasons and heavy
stocking of hatchery f ish .

Special Regulations

Anglers were informed that a number of Idaho's better trout waters have been set aside
by special regulations to protect wild trout populations and that in these waters both size and
numbers of fish caught has increased over what i t  was before restr ic t ions were imposed.
When asked i f  this program was worthwhile, 77.9% of the anglers expressed an opinion in
regard to whether or not they judged this type of management to be worthwhile. About three
fourths (74.9%) of the anglers that expressed an opinion thought the program was worthwhile
(Table 18). In contrast 59.9% of the anglers expressing an opinion thought i t  was worthwhile
in 1967.

A minority (42.1%) of the anglers answering this question indicated that they had
fished in waters with special regulations (Table 19). Eighteen percent of the anglers that
had not fished special regulation waters indicated that they planned to in the future.

A substantial number (22.4%) of the anglers that have not fished special
regulation waters or do not plan to in the future s t i l l  believe that this is a worthwhile
program.
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Table 18. Angler evaluation of the value of special regulat ion waters.



Table 19. Angler response on whether or not they had fished waters with special
regulations and the percent of those that have not fished that plan to in the
future.



Department Funding

Anglers were informed that funding for the Department of Fish and Game from license
revenues i s  not keeping pace with i n f l a t i o n  and the need for increased involvement with
the resource. They were then asked i f  they would prefer that the Department operate
wi th in current revenue levels even though i t  means cut t ing back programs or that the
Department seek additional funds to maintain or expand ex is t ing  programs. Such
additional funds might come from a license increase, general fund appropriation or another
source. Eighty-one percent of the responding anglers offered an opinion on this top ic .
Seventy-one percent of the anglers o f fe r ing  an opinion favored the seeking of additional
funds for the Department (Table 20).

Anglers were asked i f  they were w i l l i n g  to pay an additional fee through a special
stamp or license i f  some segment of the Idaho fishery was too expensive to maintain with
presently available funds. The majority of the anglers were w i l l i n g  to pay an additional $1
to f i sh  for salmon (60%), steelhead (60%), t rout  i n  streams (55%), and t rou t  in lakes (
53%). The majority were not w i l l i n g  to pay anything addit ional to maintain high lake
f ish ing (56%), bass, crappie and sturgeon in streams (71%) or bass, crappie, e t c . ,  in
lakes or reservoirs (68%) (Table 21). Less than ha l f  of the anglers were w i l l i n g  to go as
high as $3 more for any indiv idual  segment.

Table 20. Angler desires i n  regard to whether or not they favored the Department
seeking additional funds on which to operate or operating wi th in  current
revenues even i f  i t  means cu t t ing  back ex is t ing programs.



Table 21.  Angler desires i n  regard to t h e i r  w i l l ingness to pay an add i t iona l  fee
through a special stamp or l icense i f  some segment of the Idaho f i shery
was too expensive to maintain with presently ava i lab le  funds.

Fishing Tournaments or Contests

Fishing tournaments or contests that o f f e r  large cash and merchandise prizes are
growing i n  Idaho. Currently there are no rules or regulat ions governing these
tournaments or contests. Anglers were asked i f  they f e l t  tha t  these contests should
regulated and/or l i m i t a t i o n s  placed on p r i ze  values or that these contests should be
outlawed. Seventy-f ive percent of the anglers o f fe red an opinion on t h i s  question. S ix ty
percent of the anglers o f f e r i n g  an opinion were of the opinion
that these contests should e i the r  be regulated (34%) or outlawed (26%). Forty percent
favored tha t  these contests remain unregulated (Table 22).



Table 22. Angler desires in  regard to whether f i sh ing  tournaments or contests should
be regulated.
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Table I .  Region 1 waters l is ted as fished in 1977 by anglers returning
questionnaires.



Table 2. Region 2 waters l i s t e d  as fished in  1977 by anglers returning
questionnaires.



Table 3. Region 3 waters l i s ted  as fished in 1977 by anglers returning
questionnaires.



Table 4. Region 4 waters l i s t e d  as fished in  1977 by anglers returning
questionnaires.



Table 5. Region 5 waters l is ted as fished in 1977 by anglers returning
questionnaires.



Table 6. Region 6 waters l i s t e d  as fished in 1977 by anglers returning
questionnaires.



Table 7. The percentage of questionnaire respondents (by region of residence)
using each f i sh ing  method 100, 75, 50, 25, 0 percent of the time.



Table 8. Degree of sa t is fac t ion  with salmon f i sh ing  ( in  percent) in  1977, by
region of residence.



Table 9. Degree of satisfaction with steelhead fishing ( in  percent) in 1977, by
region of residence.



Table 10. Degree of sa t is fac t ion  with alpine lake f i sh ing  ( in  percent) in 1977, by
region of residence.



Table 11. Degree of satisfaction with trout fishing in  lakes and reservoir ( in
percent) in 1977, by region of residence.



Table 12. Degree of sa t is fac t ion  with kokanee f ish ing in lakes and reservoirs ( in
percent) i n  1977, by region of residence.



Table 13.  Degree of  sa t i s f ac t i on  wi th  f i sh ing  fo r  bass,  perch,  crappie,  e tc .  i n
lakes and reservoi rs  ( i n  percent)  i n  1977,  by region of  res idence.



Table 14. Degree of sat is fac t ion with t rout  f ish ing in  r i vers  or streams ( i n
percent) in  1977, by region of residence.



Table 15. Degree of satisfaction with whitefish f ishing in  r ivers or streams ( in
percent) in 1977, by region of residence.



Table 16. Degree of  sa t i s fac t ion  wi th f i sh ing  fo r  bass, c a t f i s h ,  sturgeon, etc .  in
r i ve rs  or streams ( i n  percent)  i n  1977, by region of  residence.



Table 17. Angler preference, by region of residence, in regard to desired program
emphasis that should be placed on protection and enhancement of
wild trout populations.



Table 18. Angler preferences, by region of residence, i n  regard to desired
program emphasis that should be placed on habitat pro tect ion.



Table 19. Angler preferences, by region of residence, in regard to desired
program emphasis that should be placed on catchable-sized hatchery
f ish  production.



Table 20. Angler preference, by region of residence, i n  regard to desired program
emphasis that should be placed on warm-water f i sh  i n t r o ductions
and management.
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